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Re: Proposiﬁon 50, Chapter 8 integrated Regional Water Management Grani Program
Guidelines Proposal Solicitation Packages, Round Two - Public Review Draft.

1 would like to ofter the following commients ol behalf of my clients, the County of Plumas and the Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District. We wish at the outset to make it clear that we do not intend on applying for additional funding under the “Round 2” cycle. Further, we offer these
comments not just in regard to the subject guidelines, but also with an eye towards to the eventual Proposition 84 Grant program for Integrated Regional Water
Management plans and projects. Therefore, our commments will be somewhat more general in nature and speak to matters with broader implications.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or wish to discuss these matters please do not hesitate to contact me. Additionally, 1 want to thank you for
the opportunity to participate in the review of the Guidelines and look forward to working with you on the IRWMP effort.

Sincerely,

John S. Mills
.s. Mills

cc: Mr. Scott Couch, State Water Resources Control Board
1. Who may apply for jmplementation grants

In reviewing the criteria for applicants for grants we have some concerns regarding what could be a problem in future funding cyeles. Theoretically, it would
be possible for an entity which is not located within the geographic scops of the IRWMP Planning arca to adopt the subject IRWMP (even after the fact as it
were) and then apply for competing funding “inside” the plan area. This applicant would essentially be “riding the coat tails” of those who had developed the
plan and using their efforts as a way to comply with a planning requisite to an implementation project absent any real commitment to the planning process or
the community of place. :

This case could involve an entity which is politically outside the region but has facilities, water rights, interests of ambitions of some sort inside the planning
area. Without actually participating in the IRWMP planning process any entity could adopt the local [RWMP Pian. Once having done so they would be -
theoretically - eligible to apply for implementation funding. While it is obvious that this is not what was envisioned in a collaborative IRWMP process, itis

nonetheless permissible. This is perhaps something that was overlooked or unanticipated due to the assumption that no entity would conduct business in such a
fashion. On the other hand, given the fact that California has a number of cases in which the owner of water storage, hydroelectric generation facilities and
diversions are located in one part of the state (examples include East Bay M.U.D., the City and County of San Francisco, Pacific Gas and Electric, Southern
California Edison, L.AD.W.P. eic.) and their customers are in another, the notion is not inconsistent with our history of “governmental discomnnection”
between the resource and the beneficiaries. It would be preferable for DWR to clarify this point for two reasons.

First, any entity adopting a previously prepared IRWMP (by otber parties) would be essentially bypassing the planning deliberations and regional govermnance
structure resulting from the IRWMP, and devaluing the hard work of others. Should they prove able to move directly to implementation of projects by
simply “sitting out” the difficult and timely effort of planning; they would undercut the whote theory of collaborative, integrated resources planning as well as
bypassing the interests of the community of place. ’

Second, if the grant process were 10 allow such “cherry picking” by outside the area interests (absent a legitimate participation in the planning process) it
would encourage a likely counter filing of applicants for projects in other parts of the state and simultaneously seriously damage the value in collaborative
planning efforts. Such a state of affairs could be easily avoided by having DWR underscore the importance of the [RWMP Plan representing a legitimate
wship of communities of place and interest commtitted - in the administrative record - to the development of a truly coHaborative plan which not only

tes resources but also local governments, aZencies, businesses, and other key interests.

2. Governance

At the present time there is no requirement that the i i tur WMP
. proposal for implementation grants be formally supported by the local governing stru
;’cllz:)n t(it:zt 0115 atﬁ(iSRe partlcg;anng as partners o de\_felop anfi administer the plan). For example, if parties A, B, C and D all pfrticipategin thg dc:e(;gthrgelrﬁ and
. p W MP. an there is no affirmative requirement that an application by one or more of the parties is actually supported by the othel:' parties who
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